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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Claims Status 

1. Claims 1, 2, 5 - 7, 10, and 18 - 27 remain in tlie application and (possibly) 
subject to a final rejection. ^ The Examiner also indicates that she has 
withdrawn the previous Final Rejection. (Office Action dated 8/25/06, pg. 2) 
Still, it remains unclear whether the "new rejection", in response to the 
/Amendment submitted on 2/13/06, is final. 

Specification 

2. The Examiner has maintained an objection to the specification under 35 
U.S.C. 132(a). The Assignee has amended the specification to delete 
paragraph 19.5 and the reference to figure 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

3. The Examiner alleges at page 3 of the Office Action that claims land 18 are 
indefinite under 35 U.S.C §112 first paragraph. The Examiner alleges that the 
claim(s) contain(s) subject matter which was not described in the specification 
in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inv8ntor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The Assignee disagrees. 

4. The Assignee has amended the claims to place them in a better form for 
consideration on appeal. The Assignee has deleted the reference to °UV and 
to the range "390-430 nm" choosing instead to recite reduction of absorbance 
at 414 nm, which the Examiner admits has support in the specification. (Id., 
pg. 4) The Assignee contends that the specification supports its claimed 
reduction of absorbance. 



^ It is noted that the Examiner's form PTOL-326 has marked both the "2a)" and 
"2b)" boxes. 
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5. The specification recites, as the Examiner correctly noted, that the extraction 
results in a 4.3 fold reduction at 414 nm. (Id.) It is noted that, a "4.3 fold 
reduction at 414 nm" corresponds to a 77% (i.e. (1 - ^) x 100) decrease of 
absorbance at 414 nm. Since, claims 1 and 18 recite "at least 50° and "at 
least 60%", respectively, the subject matter is supported by the specification 
as originally filed. Moreover, since claims 2, 5-7 and 19-27, which depend 
directly or indirectly upon claims 1 or 18, respectively, these claims are also 
supported by the specification. 

6. Further, it would be clear to a person of ordinary skill that a purpose of the 
objection was to render a Croton species extract having certain beneficial 
properties of the unextracted parent plant material, but without the 
proanthocyanidin compounds which render the unextracted plant material 
unsuitable for topical applications. 

7. The Examiner is refen-ed to the following paragraphs in the specification as 
evidence of the above argument. 

8. In the Summary of the Invention : 

[013] Ethnomedical treatments for human disease are primarily 
derived from native botanicals. In the case of the indigenous 
Amazonians, Sangre de grado or Sangre de drago latex (sap) from 
the bark of Croton species has been used in the treatment of 
dermal injury, which while effective, has undesirable properties, 
which limits its use in topical applications. 

[014]However, as disclosed herein, the Croton species latex can be 
concentrated by removing its aqueous components and 
extracted of discolorants resulting in an extract (Zangrado®) that 
is more biologically effective than the parent botanical, and also 
amenable to topical preparations while possessing an improved 
safety profile. 

(emphasis added) 

9. And, at paragraph 35: 
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[035] The extraction thus processed according to the disclosed 
processes is characterized by a significant reduction of 
proanthocyanidin compounds. The reduction of the 
proanthocyanidin compounds leaves the extraction 
significantly diminished in color producing compounds and 
yet amenable to health care applications. 

(emphasis added) 



10. The Assignee requests withdrawal of the new rejection. 



Conclusion 

11. The Assignee believes it has responded to all the issues raised by the 
Examiner's Office Action and requests reconsideration of the claims. 
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